THE CALIFORNIA STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION

JOINT LEGISLATIVE SUNSET REVIEW COMMITTEE
1999 REPORT SUBMITTED TO
THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Four Year Overview of the Commission’s Regulatory Program,
Commission’s Response to Issues and Recommendations from Prior 1995
Sunset Review, and Background Paper for the
1999 Sunset Review

Senator Liz Figueroa

Chair
Senate Members Assembly Members
Maurice Johannessen Elaine Alquist
Richard Polanco Bill Campbell
Mike Honda
Staff:

Bill Gage, Senior Consultant

Staff Assistance Provided By:
Mark Rakich, Chief Counsel

Senate Business and Professions Commaittee

Jay DeFuria, Principal Consultant
Senate Business and Professions Committee

Sailaja Cherukuri, Principal Consultant
Senate Business and Professions Committee



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PART 1. Background Information and Overview

Background and Description of the Board and the Regulated Profession

History and Function of the State Athletic Commission . ......... 1
Commission CompoSItION .. ... ..vu ittt 1
Major Changes to Commission since Last Review ............... 3
Licensing Data . .......... ... . i 5
Budget and Staff
Current Fee Schedule and Range ....................... ... 7
Revenue and Expenditure History . ......................... 7
SUPPOTt . . .o 7
Pension ... ... ... ... . . 8
Neurological .. ..... ... ... . . . . 8
Licensure Requirements
Education, Experience and Examination Requirements . ....... 13
Continuing Education/Competency Requirements . ............ 14
Comity/Reciprocity With Other States ...................... 14
Enforcement Activity ................ . ... ... 15
Enforcement Program Overview ........................... 16
Case AgingData . ......... ... .. .. 17
Citeand Fine Program . ......... ... ... ... .. . . iiiinin.. 18
Diversion Program . ... ...... ... .. ... . . . ... 19
Results of Complainant Survey . ........... ... ... ... 19
Enforcement Expenditures and Cost Recovery
Average Costs for Disciplinary Cases . .. ..................... 20

Cost Recovery Efforts . ...... ... ... .. ... . . . . . . . . ... .. 20



Restitution Provided to Consumers . . ....................... 21
Complaint Disclosure Policy . . .. ........... ... ... ......... 21
Consumer Outreach and Education ........................ 21
PART 2. Commission Response to Identified Issues and
Recommendations from Prior 1995 Review
Issue 1 The commission has undergone two audits in recent
years, and as a result of those audits, the commission has
implemented a number of operational changes. ............. 22
Issue 2 The commission receives a portion of its funding source
From the General Fund. However, the commission 1s
proposing legislation aimed at making it fiscally
self-sufficient. ....... ... ... .. . . . . . . 22
Issue 3 There is currently no official reciprocity of records with
neighboring states concerning boxing and full-contact
martial arts events. This could put boxers and martial
arts fighters at risk without knowledge of injuries or
possible violations incurred in fights outside this state. ...... 23
Issue 4 It does not appear necessary for the commaission to
license or regulate ticket takers, announcers, ticket
sellers, box office employees, or door persons. .............. 23
Issue 5 The commission has no testing requirements for HBV/HIV. .... 24
Issue 6 The commission has not established a formalized
tracking system for complaint handling and processing. ...... 24
Issue 7 The commission has not gathered and analyzed

comparative data from other athletic commissions in
other states to identify additional possibilities for improving

standards and its regulatory structure. .................... 24



Issue 8

Issue 9

Issue 10

Recent studies of deaths from injuries which have
occurred in the boxing ring provide better information
about when officials should stop a fight. .................... 25

It 1s unclear whether the commission has authority to

discipline licensees who participate in contests on tribal

lands. However, the commission is involved in litigation

to settle thisdispute. ........ . ... .. .. . .. 25

Most of the commission’s legislative efforts have been
directed toward making it more fiscally self-sufficient. .. ..... 25

PART 3. Background Paper for Hearing ............. 26



PART 1.

California State Athletic Commission

BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND OVERVIEW OF THE
CURRENT REGULATORY PROGRAM

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE BOARD AND
PROFESSION

HISTORY AND FUNCTION OF THE STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSI ON

The State Athletic Commission (Commission) wasteay an initiative of the people of
California in 1924. This Commission regulates pssional and amateur boxing and
professional and amateur full-contact martial aiteere are approximately 100 professional
boxing events, 150 amateur boxing events, and gf@gsional/amateur full-contact martial arts
events held in California each year. This is ntbes double the number of events held in any
other state in the nation. The Commission regslhtxing and full-contact martial arts
throughout the state by licensing all parties imedlin any event and by maintaining full control
over the administration of each event. This regujaprocess maximizes the health and safety
of the athletes and ensures that events are fdicampetitive. The overall effect is protection
of the athletes and consumers who pay to atterse thgorting events.

COMMISSION COMPQOSITION

All of the Athletic Commission’s appointees are fimembers. Five of the members are
appointed by the Governor, one is appointed byAdsembly Speaker and one is appointed by
the Senate Rules Committee. The following comraissis comprise the Athletic Commission:

Commission Appointing Term

Member Power Expires

H. Andrew Kim Governor 6-1-00
Manuel “Cal” Soto Assembly 6-1-02
Elmer Costa Senate 6-1-02
Vacant Governor

Vacant Governor

Vacant Governor

Vacant Governor



It should be noted that a majority of the appointezinbers of the commission constitute a
quorum for the transaction of business. The a#ie vote of a majority of those
commissioners present at a meeting constitutimggat a quorum is necessary to render a
decision or pass a motion.

The Commission has reduced the number of stanadimgrattees to the following:

- Arbitration Committee

- Pension Plan Committee

- Medical and Safety Standards Advisory Committee
- Legislative Committee

- Officials’ Committee

- Amateur Boxing Committee

- Martial Arts Advisory Committee

The Athletic Commission regulates all professicarad amateur boxing events and professional
and amateur full-contact martial arts events. dditon, the commission licenses the following:
(Note: all licenses are Practice Acts)

- Professional Club (Promoter)

- Amateur Club

- Professional Boxer

- Professional Full-Contact Martial Arts Fighter
- Amateur Full-Contact Martial Arts Fighter
- Gymnasium

- Amateur Referee

- Amateur Judge

- Professional Referee

- Professional Judge

- Manager

- Second

- Matchmaker

- Assistant Matchmaker

- Timekeeper

Note: The commission no longer licenses the falhguw

- Ticket Seller
- Ticket Taker
- Box Office Employee
- Door Person



MAJOR CHANGES TO COMMISSION SINCE LAST REVIEW

In 1997 the Commission’s composition dropped fraghie(8) commissioners to seven (7).
Five (5) are appointed by the Governor, one is aged by the Assembly Speaker and
one is appointed by the Senate Rules Committee.

In 1996 legislation was chaptered requiring HIV/HB3éting as a condition of licensure for
professional boxers and professional full-contaattral arts fighters.

In 1996 the Professional Boxers’ Pension Plan viasged from a “defined benefit” plan to a
“defined contribution” plan. The plan is no londended by contributions from boxers,
managers and promoters. Funding is now basedoenticket assessment (both tickets sold and
complimentary tickets) for each professional boxewgnt. The per-ticket assessment was
established at 46 cents per-ticket but subsequertitgased to 88 cents per-ticket.

In 1997 the Commission completely revised the naguneurological examination as a licensure
requirement for professional boxers. A neurololggsamination is still required and must be
administered by a neurologist or neurosurgeon; kewe¢he Commission no longer requires
applicants to be seen by a neurologist or neuresurgnder contract with the commission. An
applicant may now be examined by any licensed regigi or neurosurgeon in any state. The
examination itself was modified and condensed astha funding of the neurological program.
The Commission lowered the per-ticket assessmemnt $1.25 per-ticket to 60 cents.

There are several major issues that have occuimed the last review in 1996:
Business and Professions Code (B&PC) Section 18&86s as follows:
“Person” — “Closed Circuit Telecast.”

As used in this article:

(a) “Person” includes a promoter, club, individual, maration, partnership, limited liability
company, association or other organization.

(b) “Closed circuit telecast” includes any telecasbiradcast, transmitted by any means,
including subscription where an extra or additidieal is charged where an identifiable
or particular fee is charged for the viewing witlims state of a simultaneous telecast of
any live, current, or spontaneous match or wregtixhibition.

The Commission has always interpreted this stasitthe authority to collect a five percent (5%)
tax on pay-per-view broadcasts. This statute weateffect in 1985 prior to consumers
watching boxing matches in their home via pay-gemwv The commission introduced
regulations to clarify this authority based upoea text of B&PC 18830 that states in part,
“...closed circuit telecast includes any telecadtrmadcast, transmitted by any means...”



The Commission was expecting a major increasevienge possibly up to $800,000 per year.
However, the Commission was sued by United Stadéslife Broadcasting Co. Inc. (USSB)
arguing that this statute violated the free spegubndment. United States District Judge
William Shubb agreed with USSB and enjoined the @assion from enforcing B&PC 18830.
The Commission had planned on these additionahtesto decrease reliance on the General
Fund.

Pursuant to Business and Professions Code Se8ikf() 18881 the Commission is required
to establish a pension plan for boxers who engadp@xing contests in this state. This pension
plan was established in 1981. B&PC 18881 alsestidwe method of funding the plan and what
is considered sufficient funding. The Commissimposed an assessment on professional
boxing promoters based upon tickets sold and congpitary tickets. The assessment was 46
cents per-ticket and subsequently increased t@B8& @er-ticket in May 1999.

This method of funding is not adequate in lightred phenomenon of boxing promotions now
being held on Indian reservations. Boxing pron®#ge being paid substantial “site fees” by
Indian tribes with gaming casinos. Under federphgscribed circumstances, the Commission
may supervise these events on reservations. Howé&eeCommission may not collect an
assessment on tickets for the boxers’ pension plan.

Business and Professions Code Section (B&PC) 18#tés in part “... The commission shall
require, as a condition of licensure and as aqdahe application or renewal process, the
examination by a licensed physician and surgeonspleaializes in neurology or
neurosurgery...” B&PC 18711 also prescribes an ass&st on professional boxing promoters
to fund this program. The Commission currentlyrglea an assessment of 60 cents per-ticket
sold and complimentary tickets.

This source of funding for the required neurolobteating of boxers is also eroding, as is the
funding for the Professional Boxers’ Pension Pthre to events being promoted on tribal land.

Another issue of professional boxing events takilage on Indian reservations is the collection
of the 5% state tax on gross sale of tickets. Txgs required pursuant to Business and
Professions Code Section (B&PC) 18824. HoweveateSaws are not applicable on sovereign
land and it is not uncommon for 45% of Californ@ubs to take place on reservations.

The Federal Boxing Act does authorize state athtetmmissions to supervise live boxing
events held on tribal land if that particular trib@es not have a tribal athletic commission with
health and safety rules at least equal to thosleabfparticular state.

This Commission supervises all professional boxwents held on tribal land at the request of
the majority of the tribes whether there is a trégaletic commission in place or not. This
Commission is seeing lost tax revenue based upmssdgicket sales because it performs
supervisory services for a flat fee of $1,500 peme. Previous Commission personnel
negotiated this flat fee to gain access to triaatls to provide for the health and safety of the
participants.



Section 18640 of the Business and Professions (B&IeC) provides that the Commission has
jurisdiction over all professional and amateur Ingxand professional and amateur full-contact
martial arts. A new form of full-contact martiat®has evolved and is known as “mixed martial
arts” or “submission fighting”. As these evente aurrently illegal and many of them have gone
underground to avoid Commission intervention. Ehegents can be regulated and taxed by the
Commission when regulations are promulgated. Témm@ission’s Martial Arts Advisory
Committee has met with various mixed martial arteywters and an initial set of regulations
has been drafted.

The last and most controversial issue facing tmerassion is the pregnancy testing of boxers
and martial arts fighters. Currently, the comnaesiloes not have the authority to require this
and the California commission is one of the fewestdhletic commissions that does not afford
this protection to the female athletes. The Corsioishas attempted, without success, several
times to initiate the legislation process to impégtesting prior to each bout. A survey of
California female boxers and matrtial arts fightees taken and a majority agree that this should
be required. It is only a matter of time beforteagedy will occur and the liability will be
tremendous. A signed waiver or affidavit may sdfbut there are 16 and 17 year-old females
fighting as amateur martial arts fighters.

Licensing Data

For Fiscal Year 1998-99, the Commission licensqa@pmately 1968 persons/business entities.
The following provides licensing data for the plastr years:

LICENSING DATA FOR FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99

[PROFESSION]

Total Lipens_ed Total: 1820| Total: 1871| Total: 1685| Total: 1968
California 1820 1871 1685 1968
Out-of-State n/a n/a na n/a

Applications Received Total: 1835| Total: 1966 Total: 1772 | Total: 2025

Applications Denied Total: 15| Total: 94 Total 87| Total: 57

Licenses Issued Total: 1820| Total: 1871 Total: 1685 | Total: 196§

Renewals Issued Total: 1092| Total: 1128 Total: 1010 | Total: 1227

Statement of Issues Filed Total: n/d Total: n/a | Total: n/a| Total: n/a

Statement of Issues Withdrawn Total: n/a| Total: n/a | Total: n/a| Total: n/a

Licenses Denied Total: n/a| Total: n/a | Total: n/a| Total: n/a

Licenses Granted Total: n/a | Total: n/a | Total: n/a| Total: n/a




OTHER LICENSURE
CATEGORIES (If Applicable)

Total Licensees (By Type)

FY 1995/96

Total:

1,820

FY 1996/97

Total:

1,871

FY 1997/98

Total:

1,685

FY 1998/99

Total:

1,968

Professional Club 18 34 32 26
Amateur Club 12 12 6 8
Gymnasium 3 0 2 0
Closed Circuit Permit 581 292 253 65
Amateur Referee/Judge 5 6 5 3
Professional Referee 21 28 27 32
Professional Manager 180 206 186 180
Second 795 974 861 871
Timekeeper 7 15 14 17
Professional Boxer 647 768 618 663
Professional Judge 12 30 12 30
Matchmaker 3 13 9 11
Asst. Matchmaker 1 1 0 0
Drug Screen* 83 95 53 87
Licenses Issued (By Type) Total: 1,820 Total: 1,871 Total: 1,685 Total: 1,96
SAME AS ABOVE
Total Renewals IssuedBy Type) Total: 1,092 Total: 1,123 Total: 1,010 Total: 1,227
Professional Club 17 32 24 18
Amateur Club 11 11 5 6
Gymnasium 1 0 1 0
Closed Circuit Permit 0 0 0 0
Amateur Referee/Judge 4 5 4 3
Professional Referee 21 28 25 24
Professional Manager 130 134 168 155
Second 415 521 433 554
Timekeeper 6 15 13 16
Professional Boxer 481 346 321 416
Professional Judge 2 20 10 28
Matchmaker 3 10 6 7
Asst. Matchmaker 1 1 0 0
Drug Screen* 0 0 0 0

*Note: Drug screens are required for world tituts and the boxers agree to pay for the scregruitsge deduction.
Other drug screens that are also paid for by pdesieictions are a condition of licensure for presipdailed drug

screens.
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BUDGET AND STAFF

Current Fee Schedule and Range

Fee Schedule Current Fee Statutory Limit
Application Fees (By Type)
Professional Club 1,000.00 1,000.00
Amateur Club 250.00 250.00
Gymnasium 10.00 200.00
Amateur Referee/Judge 50.00 50.00
Professional Referee 150.00 150.00
Professional Manager 150.00 150.00
S_econd 50.00 50.00
Timekeeper 50.00 50.00
Professional Boxer 60.00 60.00
Professional Judge 150.00 150.00
Matchmaker 200.00 200.00
Asst. Matchmaker 200.00 200.00
Exam Fee n/a n/a
Admin. Fee n/a n/a
Original License Fee as above as abovs
Renewal Fee same as original fee same as drfgefp

All Commission licenses expire December 31 of gadr. The main sources of revenue from
license fees are professional boxer, professiomahpter, manager, and second. The major
source of revenue is gate taxes. There are ng paincrease current fees.

Revenue and Expenditure History

Commission revenue projections and forecasts #reuttidue to the cyclical nature of the industry.
While the license population remains fairly constaach year the number of events varies and is
unpredictable. In a given year there may be adb®9 professional boxing events compared to a
high of 145 events and this does not include psadesl and amateur full-contact martial arts
events or wrestling exhibitions.

The Commission has three separate programs th&iwoexpenditures and the production of
revenue. The three programs are support, the 92iofeal Boxers’ Pension Program and the
Professional Boxers’ Neurological Program. SuppofGeneral Fund while the neurological and
pension programs are special funds. Revenue gmhditures for each program follows:

- Support Although the Athletic Commission is a Generah&ugency it is a revenue producing
agency in which all collected revenues are dembsiéek into the General Fund. The major source
of revenue is the 5% gate tax collected at livégasional boxing events and professional wrestling
exhibitions. License fees make up the remaindehefrevenue sources. Because Commission
revenues are deposited back into the General Fuad;ommission relies on the General Fund for
approximately 3-4% of its budget. These GeneraldRdeposits help to offset the Commission’s
expenditures.



It should be noted that with the exodus of protassi boxing promotions to Indian reservations, a
decline in revenue may be evident.

The Commission’s support account includes thregraro components to effectively provide for
the health and safety of the athletes and to ¢dhecapproximate revenue. Those components are:
enforcement, licensing and administration. Enforeet accounts for 30% of expenditures,
licensing 30% and administration 40%.

Analysis of fund conditions do not pertain to Geh&und entities.
(Please refer to “Support” table on Page 10)

- Pension The Professional Boxers’ Pension Program iseaiapfund program. It is funded by an
assessment on tickets to professional boxing evertie current assessment is 88 cents per-ticket
sold and complimentary tickets.

Program expenditures remain fairly constant wiikerevenues are declining. This decline is based
upon professional boxing events being held on mdeservations. Approximately 45% of all
professional boxing events are held on tribal land the Commission has no authority to collect
the per-ticket assessment to adequately fund tgrgan. With the generous “site fees” that Indian
gaming casinos are now paying boxing promoters thieigact that the Commission has limited fee
collection authority, the Commission expects toaeecrease in boxing events on tribal land.

The Commission’s pension program has one progranpenent, which is administration. This is
100% of the program expenditures and is fundedutiirahe 88 cents per-ticket assessment on
professional boxing events.

The pension program’s fund condition clearly deditiee erosion of the fund primarily due to the
Commission’s inability to collect the per-ticketnfiling mechanism for bouts held on tribal land.
Another factor in the receding funds is relatedhe distribution of refunds of contributions to
eligible professional boxers. If professional hgxeeet certain criteria they are eligible for alca
refund of contributions.

A further increase in the assessment would no doutdome boxing promoters out of business and
revenues would continue to decline.

(Please refer to “Pension” table on Page 11)
- Neurological The Neurological Examination Program is a sgduiad program. It is funded

by an assessment on tickets to professional bauegts. The current assessment is 60¢ per-
ticket sold and complimentary tickets.

Program expenditures and revenues have both dedredse reduction in expenditures is
primarily attributed to the Commission’s discontauuse of contracted neurologists,



neurosurgeons, and neuropsychologists. In 199RO&ommission no longer required the
services of the contract physicians because then@ission established that any licensed
neurologist or neurosurgeon was capable of adrenmst the examination.

Revenues have declined also due to a decrease petkicket assessment in 1997 from $1.25 to
60¢ per ticket. Again the revenues will show alidedecause of the shift in fight venues to
Indian reservations and the inability of the Consman to collect the applicable per-ticket
assessment to administer the program.

When the Commission used contracted neurologistsraarosurgeons, and actually scheduled
the examinations for the boxers, the program hesktbomponents: examinations, licensing and
administration. Examination accounted for 52%hef ¢xpenditures, licensing 24% and
administration 24%. With the deletion of the exaation component, licensing is now 50% of
the expenditures and administration is also 50%.

An analysis of the neurological program fund caoditshows a decrease in reserves from a high
of 21 months to an FY 02-03 reserve of 3.4 monthgain, this can be attributed to the

reduction in the per-ticket assessment from $1028t¢ along with more and more professional
boxing events taking place on Indian reservations.

An increase in the per-ticket assessment wouldefeomme boxing promoters to cease operation
and cause a further decline in revenue.

(Please refer to “Neurological Program” table on Pge 12)



STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION

SUPPORT
Actual Projected
R FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01

Gate Taxes $ 703429 |$% 467,492 |$ 417,078 |$ 614,726 |$ 623,000 $ 623,000
License Fees $ 180,633 |$ 179,631 |$ 163,738|$ 160,768 |$ 169,975|% 169,975
Fines & Penalties $ 7,445 | $ 7946 | $ 6,575 | $ 10,093 | $ 13,000 | $ 13,000
Interest $ 4,380 | $ 4,066 | $ 4358 | $ 4286 | $ 4,000 | $ 4,000

TOTALS $ 895887 |% 659,134 |$ 591,749 |$ 789,873|$ 809,975|% 809,975

Actual Budgeted
PENDITUR FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
Budget Budget

Personnel Services $ 400,281 |$ 392,251 |$ 398,172 |$ 404539|$% 584,835|% 584,835
Operating Expenses $ 272,258 |$ 280471|$ 320,019|$ 371619|$% 176,165|$% 176,165
(-) Reimbursements $ (2,926)| $ (4,154)| $ (2,519)| $ (3,044)| $ (3,000)| $ (3,000)
(-) Distributed Costs $ -1% -1$ -1% -1$ -1 % -

TOTALS $ 669613 |$% 668568 |% 715672|3% 773,114|$ 758,000 $ 758,000

PEND R B Average %
PROGRA FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 Spent by
OMPO Program

Enforcement $ 200,884 |$ 200570 (% 214,702 |$ 231,934 30%
Examination $ -8 -1$ - % - 0%
Licensing $ 200,884 |$ 200570 (% 214,702 |$ 231,934 30%
Administrative $ 267,845|$% 267,427 |$% 286,269 | $ 309,246 40%
Diversion (if applicable) $ -1 $ -1$ -1 % - 0%

TOTALS $ 669613 |3$% 668568 |% 715672|3% 773,114 100%
ANALYSIS OF Actual Actual
FUND CONDITION FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03

(Budget Yr) | (Projected) | (Projected) | (Projected)

Total Reserves, July 1

Total Rev. & Transfers

Total Resources

Total Expenditures

Reserve, June 30

MONTH IN RESERVE

General Fund
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STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION

PENSION
Actual Projected
REVENUES FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
Boxer's Pension $ 56,066 | $ 75,680 | $ 477151 $ 40,318 | $ 52,000 | $ 52,000
Fines & Penalties $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -
Other * $ -1$ -1$ -1$ (186,774)[ $ (113,000)| $ (113,000)
Interest $ 4483 1% 10,590 | $ 12,609 | $ 21526 | $ 6,976 | $ 325
TOTALS $ 60548|% 86270|$ 60,324 $ (124,930)| $ (54,024)| $ (60,675)

* Pursuant to Rule 405 of the CA Code of Regulations, pension refunds were issued beginning April 1999.

Actual Budgeted
EXPENDITURES FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
Budget Budget

Personnel Services $ 632 | $ 7,732 |$ 20896 |$ 21913 |$ 22,768|$ 22,768
Operating Expenses $ 33124|$ 23137|$ 36936|% 37871|$% 56,232($% 56,232
(-) Reimbursements $ -1%$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -19$ -
(-) Distributed Costs $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -1$ -19$ -

TOTALS $ 33,756 | $ 30,869 | $ 57,832 | $ 59,784 | $ 79,000 | $ 79,000

=N[D R B Average %
PROGRA FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 Spent by
OMPO Program

Enforcement $ -1$ -1$ -1$ - 0%
Examination $ -1$ -1$ -1$ - 0%
Licensing $ -1$ -1$ -19$ - 0%
Administrative $ 33,756 | $ 30,869 | $ 57,832 | $ 59,784 100%
Diversion (if applicable) | $ -1$ -1$ -1$ - 0%

TOTALS $ 33,756 | $ 30,869 | $ 57,832 | $ 59,784 100%
ANALYSIS OF Actual Actual
FUND CONDITION FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03

(Budget Yr) | (Projected) | (Projected) | (Projected)

Total Reserves, July 1 $ 464202|% 470,075|$% 279515|$% 146491 | $ 6,816 | $ (76,184)
Total Rev. & Transfers | $ 64,459 [ $ (130,153)| $  (54,024)| $ (60,675)|$ (4,000 $ 62,360
Total Resources $ 528661 |9% 339,922 (% 225491 1(9% 85,816 | $ 2,816 | $ (13,824
Total Expenditures $ 58,586 | $ 60,407 | $ 79,000 | $ 79,000 | $ 79,000 | $ 79,000
Reserve, June 30 $ 470075|$ 279515($ 146,491 | % 6,816 | $ (76,184)| $ (92,824)
MONTH IN RESERVE 93.4 42.5 22.3 1.0 -11.6 -14.1
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STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION
NEUROLOGICAL PROGRAM

Actual Projected
REVENUES FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
Boxer's Neuro Exam $ 143,120 |$ 120,839 | $ 41,274 | $ 49,584 | $ 75,000 | $ 75,000
Fines & Penalties $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ -
Other * $ -1 $ 4913 | $ -1 $ 15,437 | $ -1 5,000
Interest $ 4870 | $ 3,823 (% 3,536 | $ 2917 $ 3,873 % 3,217
TOTALS $ 147,991 (% 129575| $ 448101 $ 67,938 | $ 78,873 | $ 83,217
* Return of FY 1991/92 General Fund Transfer
Actual Budgeted
EXPENDITURES FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
Budget Budget
Personnel Senices $ 48,025 | $ 48,909 | $ 27,028 1 $ 18,757 | $ 39,7931 $ 39,793
Operating Expenses $ 167,660 |$ 177,299 | $ 33,1421 $ 1,806 | $ 57,207 | $ 57,207
() Reimbursements $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -
(-) Distributed Costs $ -1$ -1 s -1$ -1 % -1 % -
TOTALS $ 215685|% 226,208 | $ 60,170 | $ 20,563 | $ 97,000 | $ 97,000
EXPENDITURES BY Average %
PROGRAM FY 95-96 FY 96-97 FY 97-98 FY 98-99 Spent by
COMPONENT Program
Enforcement $ -1 $ -1 $ -1$ - 0%
Examination $ -1 $ -1 8 -1 $ - 0%
Licensing $ 107,843 |$ 113,104 | $ 30,0851 $ 10,282 50%
Administrative $ 107,843 ($ 113,104 | $ 30,085 | $ 10,282 50%
Diversion (if applicable) $ -1 $ -1 % -1$ - 0%
TOTALS $ 215685|% 226,208 | $ 60,170 | $ 20,563 100%
ANALYSIS OF Actual Actual
FUND CONDITION FY 97-98 FY 98-99 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03
(Budget Yr) | (Projected) | (Projected) | (Projected)
Total Reserves, July 1 $ 23,186 | $ 37,0331 % 99,467 | $ 81,3411 % 67,558 | $ 47,836
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LICENSURE REQUIREMENTS

Education, Experience and Examination Requirements

1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99
CANDIDATES 1820 1871 1685 1968
PASS % 95% 97% 99% 100%

The Athletic Commission does not require any forgdhlcation or examination requirements.
All of the combatant licensees (professional/anrabexers and professional/amateur full-
contact martial arts fighters) must possess at &easrtain level of skill to enable them to safely
compete against one another. If the skill levaheke licensees is questionable, a licensee, or
potential licensee, must physically demonstratehiser ability. Commission Rule 283 entitled
“Ability to Perform” states:

Before a license is issued to any boxer, the bskall satisfy the Commission
that the boxer has the ability to compete. Ifrat aBme a boxer’s ability to perform
is questionable, whether from reasons of healtmtaheondition or no longer
possessing the ability to compete or for any otbason, the Commission may,
upon being satisfied of the boxer’s lack of abitibyperform, retire the boxer from
further competition.

Any applicant for a boxer’s license or a renewak#of shall furnish a verified
record of the applicant’s last six boxing contests.

Licensees who do not fall into the combatant categoring officials (referees, judges,
timekeepers, and ringside physicians) must havguade knowledge of Commission laws and
rules so as not to jeopardize the health and safetye fighters.

Officials and ringside physicians must pass a amigxamination relative to the laws and
regulations of the Commission. These officials phgsicians are required to attend clinics
every six months for in-depth training. Theseicbrare conducted by senior commission staff
and veteran officials. Business and Professiorde(@&ection 18731 requires referees and
physicians to attend these clinics and such tagmdbe recognition and diagnosis of serious or
life-threatening, boxing-related and neurologicgliries and disorders, and referee mechanics
must be addressed.

All professional boxers are required, pursuantusiBess and Professions Code Section 18711,
to pass a neurological examination as a conditidic@nsure. Statistics on the pass rate are no
longer kept because the examinations are no |ladyamistered by physicians under contract
with the commission. Prior to the current systédmeurological testing, the pass rate was 99%
when the tests were controlled by commission cotgchphysicians.
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Professional boxing has long been known as a “b&pmdt” where the object is to render an
opponent unconscious. The testing of licenseedemtithg and training of officials is crucial due
to the nature of the sport and the fatal conseageti@at could occur if unqualified people are
licensed. As for the professional boxers’ neurmalgexamination, it has been empirically
shown that multiple blows to the brain and prolahg&int face trauma can significantly
contribute to irreversible neurological brain damadf these tests can detect even subtle
physical changes a boxer’s health and safety wtllbe compromised.

AVERAGE DAYS TO FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99

RECEIVE LICENSE

Application to Examination 5-30 5-30 5-30 5-30
Examination to Issuance 5-30 5-30 5-30 5-30
Total Average Days 5-30 5-30 5-30 5-30

Note: Some licenses (i.e. boxer/promoter) require thebua and differing criteria be met, thus
the discrepancy in processing times.

Continuing Education/Competency Requirements

No changes have been made to the licensing of @t full-contact martial arts fighters in
regard to competency. The training clinic for afiis and physicians is continually reviewed
and upgraded.

Comity/Reciprocity With Other States

A large portion of this Commission’s licensees faoen foreign countries. The California
Athletic Commission has the most stringent qualiiens that must be met before a license is
granted. Due to the nature of the sport, this C@sion has reciprocity with other states in
regard to medical and disciplinary suspensionsel®rng records and certain medical
examinations. This Commission will not accept matiexaminations from foreign countries.
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ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY

ENFORCEMENT DATA FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
Inquiries Total: Total: Total: Total:
Complaints Received (Source) Total: Total: Total: Total:
Public 500 150 180 350
Licensee/Professional Groups 0 0 0 0
Governmental Agencies 0 0 0 0
Other 7 20 13 20
Complaints Filed (By Type) Total: Total: Total: Total:
Competence/Negligence 0 0 0 0
Unprofessional Conduct 0 20 30 25
Fraud 0 0 0 0
Health & Safety 500 150 150 125
Unlicensed Activity 0 0 0 200
Personal Conduct 0 0 0 0
Complaints Closed Total: 505 Total: 167 Total: 189| Total: 367
Investigations Commenced Total: 0| Total: 0 Total: 0| Total: C
Compliance Actions Total: Total: Total: Total:
ISOs & TROs Issued 0 0 0 0
Citations and Fines
Public Letter of Reprimand 0 0 0 0
Cease & Desist/Warning 40 25 35 40
Referred for Diversion 0 0 0 0
Compel Examination 0 0 0 0
Referred for Criminal Action Total: 0| Total: 0| Total: 2 Total: 1
Referred to AG’s Office Total: 2| Total: 3| Total: 4 Total: 3
Accusations Filed 2 3 4 3
Accusations Withdrawn 0 0 0 0
Accusations Dismissed 0 0 0 0
Stipulated Settlements Total: O Total: O Total: OTotal: 0
Disciplinary Actions Total: Total: Total: Total:
Revocation 7 26 6 7
Voluntary Surrender 0 0 0 0
Suspension Only 285* 512* 315* 253*
Probation with Suspension 0 0 0 0
Probation 0 0 0 0
Probationary License Issued 0 0 0 0
Probation Violations Total: Total: Total: Total:
Suspension or Probation 0 0 0 0
Revocation or Surrender 0 0 0 0
*NOTES: Includes suspensions for boxers knocked out.
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Enforcement Program Overview

Any individual or group may lodge a complaint witle Commission against both licensed and
unlicensed parties associated with boxing andcfufitact martial arts. The Commission may
initially receive informal, verbal complaints dugitboxing shows and commission meetings
(opportunities for public comment occur throughooitnmission meetings). In addition, the item
entitled, “Public Comment on Items not on the Agehappears on all meeting agendas.
Informal complaints may also be registered by teteye in the Sacramento and Los Angeles
offices or via the Department’s 800

toll-free number. While the Commission monitorormal complaints through its internal
chronological filing system, it does not track f#ene inquires.

To formally file a complaint with the Commissiohgtcomplaint must be presented in the form
of a written letter to the Commission. Facts sunging the complaint must be included in the
letter. Once received, the Executive Officer ackieolges to the complainant that the complaint
has been received.

The commission receives complaints from both coresutand commission licensees.
Complaints may be dismissed due to lack of caus$eraron-jurisdictional reasons. Most non-
jurisdictional complaints involve martial arts sioslthat are not regulated in any way. The
majority of complaints are received from licensigegegard to boxer/manager contract disputes.
A recent phenomenon involves e-mail complaintsndigg illegal mixed martial arts or
submission fighting events.

If a complaint concerns a judge’s or referee’s sieai, the Executive Officer or the Assistant
Chief Inspector views a videotape of the bout aadtes an initial determination. The grounds
for a change in decision are delineated Rule 368ttH 4 of the California Code of Regulations.
Utilizing this law, the Executive Officer informbé complainant of the decision in writing, who
has 30 days to appeal to the commission itselipeDding upon the promoter’s ability to
provide a video tape of the bout on a timely bahis, entire process usually takes 4-12 weeks.
The Commission makes a final determination in civeqng disputed bout decision. Depending
on specific criteria contained in Rule 368 of Tdlef the California Code of Regulations, the
Commission may or may not consider the appeal.

In instances of boxer/manager contract disputdseieparty may request mediation assistance.
All requests must be directed to the commissionriting. These disputes may involve an
arbitration hearing, which, due to the authoritgteel in the Commission, do not involve an
administrative law judge. Licensed boxers subr@ip8rcent of the arbitration requests received
at the Commission. The formal arbitration is cartdd by the Executive Officer with legal
counsel provided by the Office of the Attorney Gahe
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BER AND PER A O OMPLA D D, R RRED FOR
ATIO ATION AND FOR D P ARY A O
FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
COMPLAINTS RECEIVED 505 167 189 367
Complaints Closed 505 167 189 367

Referred for Investigation

Accusation Filed

Disciplinary Action

Case Aging Data

Complaints received from the public are resolved @sponded to within thirty (30) days.

Complaints that involve licensees are usually blmmanager contract disputes that generally take

90 days for resolution. Complex complaints thatally result in a lawsuit against the

commission are referred to the Attorney Genergipraximately 41.6% of all Attorney General

cases are closed within one year of filing while &% closed within two years. Closure on
cases in the 3-4 year range is approximately 8%dth categories.

A D A O PRO O D| A A
A . DD . A

FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
Complaint Processing 30-90 days| 30-90 days 30-90 days 30-90 days
Investigations 0 0 0 0
Pre-Accusation* NA NA NA NA
Post-Accusation** NA NA NA NA
TOTAL AVERAGE DAY S*** 60 days 60 days 60 days 60 days

*From completed investigation to formal charges ddilled.
** From formal charges filed to conclusion of disaigliy case.
*** From date complaint received to date of final dgpon of disciplinary case.
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"INVESTIGATIONS  FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97  FY 1997/98  FY 1998/99 [T Ie X0
CLOSED WITHIN: CASES CLOSED

90 Days

180 Days

1 Year

2 Years

3 Years

Over 3 Years

Total Cases Closed NA NA NA NA NA

'AG CASES CLOSED FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97  FY 1997/98  FY 1998/99 [N X7
WITHIN: CASES CLOSED

1 Year 1 1 2 1 41.6

2 Years 1 8.3

3 Years 1 8.3

4 Years 1 8.3

Over 4 Years

Total Cases Closed 1 2 2 3

Disciplinary NA NA NA
Cases Pending NA

Note: These are not disciplinary cases, they are lawswitdving the commission.

Cite and Fine Program

The Commission is one of the few agencies in wkiehCommission, its executive officer, or a
duly authorized representative has the authorigsgess fines not to exceed $2,500 for each
violation of the Boxing Act or commission regulats

These fines may be assessed without advance hebwinte licensee may apply to the
Commission for a hearing on the matter if such §heuld be modified or set aside. This
application for a hearing shall be in writing arék be received by the Commission within 30
days after service of notice of the fine. Uporerptof this written request, the Commission
shall set the matter for hearing within 30 days.

CITATIONS AND FINES FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
Total Citations 30 120 18 34
Total Citations With Fines 30 120 18 34
Amount Assessed Varies Varies Varies Varies
Reduced, Withdrawn, Dismissed -0- -0- -0- -0-
Amount Collected 7,447 27,097 6,485 12,518
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Results of Complainant Survey

CONSUMER SATISFACTION SURVEY RESULTS*

QUESTIONS RESPONSES
# Surveys Mailed: 721 SATISFIED DISSATISFIED
# Surveys Returned: 322 (45%) - a 3 5 q

1. Were you satisfied with knowing where to file a
complaint and whom to contact?

2. When you initially contacted the Board, wer@ yo
satisfied with the way you were treated and ho
your complaint was handled?

3. Were you satisfied with the information andiadv
you received on the handling of your comglaind
any further action the Board would take?

4. Were you satisfied with the way the Board kent
informed about the status of your complaint?

5. Were you satisfied with the time it took to pess
your complaint and to investigate, settle, or
prosecute your case?

6. Were you satisfied with the final outcome ofiyo
case?

7. Were you satisfied with the overall service
provided by the Board?

to a 5-point grading scale
(i.e., 5=satisfied to 1=dissatisfied).

*The JLSRC directed all board’s and committee’s umeldew this year, to conduct a consumer satigfacturvey to determine the
public’s views on certain case handling parametéfse Department of Consumer Affairs currentlyfpens a similar review for all
of its bureau’s.) The JLSRC supplied both a sarfggi®at and a list of seven questions, and indit#tat a random sampling shoul
be made of closed complaints for a four-year periGdnsumers who filed complaints were asked t@vethe questions and respon

]

o

Note: Current Commission personnel have no documentaiiat a Consumer

Satisfaction Survey was completed. Staff willddke necessary steps to

implement this survey.
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ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURES
AND COST RECOVERY

Average Costs for Disciplinary Cases

The Commission, being a General Fund Agency, agtall 600 hours of time at no charge by the
Attorney General’s office. The Commission is cathginvolved in several lawsuits where the
Commission is the defendant. These cases acomumidst attorney time; however, at this

point, the Commission foresees no budgeting issues.

AVERAGE COST PER CASE FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
INVESTIGATED

Cost of Investigation & Experts NA NA NA NA
Number of Cases Closed

Average Cost Per Case

AVERAGE COST PER CASE FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
REFERRED TO AG

Cost of Prosecution & Hearings NA NA NA 32,000

Number of Cases Referred

Average Cost Per Case

AVERAGE COST PER
DISCIPLINARY CASE

*Note: The $32,000 involved two outside experts contraetitd by the Attorney General’s

office.

Cost Recovery Efforts

COST RECOVERY DATA FY 1995/96 FY 1996/97 FY 1997/98 FY 1998/99
Enforcement Expenditures 0 0 0 0
Potential Cases for Recovery* 0 0 0 0
Cases Recovery Ordered 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
*The “Potential Cases for Recovery” are those ciasedich disciplinary action has been taken based o
violation, or violations, of the License PracticetA




RESTITUTION PROVIDED TO CONSUMERS

The only restitution provided for consumers is gn@ranteed refund of tickets purchased for an
event that has been cancelled. All promoterseqaired to post a surety bond as a condition of
licensure. Restitution for boxers and manageas, @&sult of arbitration, is deducted directly from
purse amounts. No formal restitution data is kept.

COMPLAINT DISCLOSURE POLICY

In the case of arbitrations, and in accordance thighPublic Records Act, once formal action has
been taken, the action becomes a public recordsathérefore available to consumers upon
request. Complaints, however, remain confidenfldle Commission intends to implement a
formal tracking system for public complaints.

CONSUMER OUTREACH AND EDUCATION

All commission activities and actions are presemtiedpen commission meetings. These actions
and activities are chronicled in the minutes ofheaeeting. All minutes are made available to
the public via a mailing list. Anyone may requlest or her name be placed on the mailing list.
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PART 2.

CALIFORNIA STATE ATHLETIC
COMMISSION
BOARD’'S RESPONSE TO ISSUES IDENTIFIED

AND FORMER RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY THE
JOINT LEGISLATIVE SUNSET REVIEW COMMITTEE

ISSUE #1

The commission has undergone two audits in recenegrs, and as a result of those audits,
the commission has implemented a number of operati@al changes:

Developed and implemented controls over the PrmfieasBoxers’ Pension Plan.
Specifically, this included:

1.
2.

3.

4.

Establishing a system to track the amounts of guesened by boxers,

Ensuring that the amounts of contributions colld@#er each boxing show reconcile
with the amounts of contributions deposited int® plension fund,

Ensuring the accounting records reflect all assetfjding those funds invested in its
pension fund, and

Ensuring that the interest rate, risk, and liqyidit its investments and of other
investment opportunities available are periodicedlyiewed to determine whether other
investments would provide a better rate of return.

Reduced the cost of administering shows throughepkcement of full-time positions with
hourly inspectors,

Reduced the scope of the neurological examinaliereby decreasing the per ticket
assessment, and

Established an automated system to track commissi@nues and expenditures.

ISSUE #2

The commission receives a portion of its funding soce from the General Fund ($94,957 in
FY 1994-95, and $50,870 in FY 1993-94). Howevenetcommission is proposing legislation
aimed at making it fiscally self-sufficient. (In B95, the commission sponsored legislation
SB 1288 to assess a fee only on the out-of-statemoter’'s share of the boxing pay-per-view
revenues generated in this state.)
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The commission still relies on the General Fundafportion of its funding source (FY 1995-96
= $20,208, FY 1996-97 = $20,338, and FY 1997-923,348).

The 1995 legislation, SB 1288, did not pass. 88l%he commission began the regulatory
process to address the pay-per-view issue. Theatans were meant to define the term closed
circuit telecast as stated in Business and Prafiesstode Section 18850. In 1998, the
commission withdrew the proposed regulations orathace of the Agency Secretary because
the administration viewed this as a new tax rathan an expansion of a definition.

In June of 1997, the commission attempted to colés? pay-per-view tax on the Holyfield vs.
Tyson bout. The commission was subsequently sy¢debUnited States Satellite Broadcasting
Company (USSB) on the grounds that B&PC 18830 waslation of free speech. In March
1999 a United States District Judge agreed withBRJ&S®] enjoined the commission from
enforcing B&PC 18830. The Commission is currefdised with the payment of approximately
$140,000 in attorney fees to USSB.

ISSUE #3

There is currently no official reciprocity of records with neighboring states concerning
boxing and full-contact martial arts events. Thiscould put boxers and martial arts fighters
at risk without knowledge of injuries or possible volations incurred in fights outside this
state.

This athletic commission does have an official pemtity with all other states that have athletic
commissions and numerous countries. Because ofdiuee of the sport and the transient nature
of the boxers and full-contact martial arts figlstat is imperative that all athletic commissions
know the status of a boxer (i.e. are they on susparfor medical/knockout/disciplinary reasons,
what is their win-loss record, what is their alyiliével, etc).

Since the implementation of the Federal Boxing &{ct996, all boxers must have a Federal
Identification Card on their person prior to bepermitted to fight.

There is also a national depository for the ringprds of all boxers.
This commission will accept physical and neurolagexaminations performed in other states if

they are furnished on commission approved forntss gommission will also accept HIV/HBV
blood work from other states if it is performeddgertified lab.
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ISSUE #4

It does not appear necessary for the commission icense or regulate ticket takers,
announcers, ticket sellers, box office employees, @oor persons.

The Athletic Commission no longer licenses thessqres.
ISSUE #5
The commission has no testing requirements for HBWIV

Effective 1996, the commission began testing foY/HBV as a condition of licensure (B&PC
18712).

ISSUE #6

The commission has not established a formalized tc&ing system for complaint handling
and processing.

The Athletic Commission does maintain a formaliragking system for complaints of a
contractual nature. These are formal complairdged by boxers or managers in regard to
boxer/manager contracts. These complaints rasuteidiation by commission staff or binding
arbitration by staff in conjunction with the Attay General’s office.

This is no formal tracking system for written cowrpts or complaints by telephone as the
majority of these complaints involve bout decisionson-jurisdictional issues such as martial
arts schools.

Commission staff will immediately implement a tragk system for these types of complaints.
However, it should be noted that all complaintsereed are responded to.

ISSUE #7

The commission has not gathered and analyzed comgive data from other athletic
commissions in other states to identify additiongbossibilities for improving standards and
its regulatory structure.

Through membership with the Association of Boximgn@nissions, and direct interaction with
numerous other athletic commissions, this commmssdamiliar with the standards and
requirements of other commissions.

The California State Athletic Commission has thiersgest rules and regulations and it would
compromise our goals to apply standards set by ctiramissions. There is one area where this
commission lacks authority and that is pregnansyrtg for female boxers and martial arts
fighters. While this is the only commission thetjuires neurological testing, it is one of the few
commissions, which does not test for pregnancyr poi@ bout.
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ISSUE #8

Recent studies of deaths from injuries that have @arred in the boxing ring provide better
information about when officials should stop a figh

All California ring officials are required by staeu(B&PC 18731) to attend clinics two times
each year. These clinics include, in additiontteeotopics, the subjects of the rules of the
commission, the recognition and diagnosis of sermuife-threatening boxing-related and
neurological injuries and disorders, and the meidisaof refereeing a bout.

ISSUE #9

It is unclear whether the commission has authorityo discipline licensees who participate in
contests on tribal lands. However, the commissias involved in litigation to settle this
dispute.

The Federal Boxing Act has resolved this issud.stalte athletic commissions have the
authority to supervise professional boxing evemtsrial lands if that particular tribe does not
have a tribal athletic commission. If a tribe besated an athletic commission, it is at their
discretion whether or not to permit a state atbletimmission to supervise an event. There is
currently one tribe in California that has estdi#ig an athletic commission. However, this tribe
allows the California State Athletic Commissiorstgoervise boxing events on their land. Even
though the California Commission supervises eventsibal land, it is not authorized to collect
applicable gate taxes or ticket assessments fgrehsion and neurological programs.

ISSUE #10

Most of the commission’s legislative efforts haveden directed toward making it more
fiscally self-sufficient.

The commission suffered a major defeat in its ¢timbe fiscally self-sufficient when a judge
ruled that Business and Professions Code Secti®880l®as unconstitutional and a violation of
free speech. This is the statute which address@sgtclosed circuit and pay-per-view boxing
events.

PART 3.
BACKGROUND PAPER FOR HEARIMNG

CALIFORNIA STATE ATHLETIC COMMISSION
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IDENTIFIED ISSUES, BACKGROUND CONCERNING ISSUES, STAFF

RECOMMENDATIONS, AND QUESTIONS FOR THE BOARD

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEW: The Athletic Commission was last reviewed by thiatJo
Legislative Sunset Review Committee (JLSRC) fowargeago (1995-96). The JLSRC and the
Administration recommended extending the existaridhis Commission for only four more
years because of some unresolved issues, andadre@scern, pertaining to the regulation of
boxing andmartial arts. For example, the JLSRC noted tlih):the Professional Boxer’'s
Pension Plan may be in jeopardy; (2) the Commissamtinues to receive a portion of its
funding from the General Fund; (3) there appe#&wdzk no official reciprocity with other states
to assure the Commission had knowledge of priari@$ or violations; (4) the Commission had
no testing requirements for HIV; (5) there wadomnalized tracking system for complaint
handling and processing; (6) there did not apfehe any standards or training of officials for
determining when a fight should be stopped; anyit fvas unclear what authority the
Commission had over boxing matches on Native Amaerlands.

The JLSRC also reviewed whether the licensing agdlation of boxing events and martial arts
fights should continue, and found that: (1) thees overwhelming evidence that the
unregulated practice of professional and amatexingaand full contact martial arts could
endanger the health, safety and welfare of thediee (competitor), but unlike other consumer
boards, the legal mandate of this Commission wasdtect thecompetitomot the consumer

who participates in or views these events; andih@e were no other organizations which exist
to protect the boxer or martial arts fighter.

The following are unresolved issues pertainingite Commission since its review in

1995-96, and new areas of concern for the JLSRgalith background information
concerning the particular issue. Where necestiag\staff of the JLSRC have made preliminary
recommendations for members and Department of @oeisAffairs (DCA) to consider. There
are also questions that staff has prepared comgethe particular issue. The Commission was
provided with these questions and should address @ze.
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CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES:

ISSUE #1. WHAT IS THE COMMISSION DOING TO PROTECT THE SAFET Y
AND HEALTH OF BOXERS (BOXIRS) AND MARTIAL ART
FIGHTERS (FIGHTERS)?

BACKGROUND The California State Athletic Commission was aeedby initiative by a vote
of the electorate in 1924. The initiative was tbgult of public concern regarding: (1) the
number of boxer injuries and deaths from injurig@ldted in the ring, and (2) the increasing
involvement of unethical persons in promoting aodducting boxing events. Prior to the
Commission, no governmental agency regulated tba spboxing in California. Today, the
Commission regulates professional and amateur gama full contact martial arts throughout
the state by licensing all parties involved in maxand full contact martial arts shows, and
maintaining full control over the administrationedch show. The purpose of this regulatory
process is to protect the health and safety oathletes and ensure that bouts are fair and
competitive.

There are a number of statutory requirements iBtheng Act which reflect health and safety
concerns for the boxer/fighter. Pursuant to Sastit8645, 18714 and 18725, the Commission
and its Advisory Commission on Medical and Safdgn8ards shall study and recommend
medical and safety standards for boxers and fighRursuant to Section 18654 of the Business
and Professions Code, a training gymnasium mustirép the Commission an injury or
knockout of a boxer or fighter. Pursuant to Secfi8711, each applicant for a license as a
professional boxer shall undergo a neurologicatr@ération, and the physician or surgeon who
performs this examination shall recommend to them@gsion whether the professioreixer
should be licensed in California or not. Pursuarection 18712, the applicant for licensure
shall be tested for HIV/HBV. Pursuant to Secti&7Q6, a physician shall perform a medical
examination one hour before a match or event toraghat the boxer/fighter is in the
appropriate physical condition to participate ia thatch or event. A report of this medical
examination shall be filed with the Commission ladér than 24 hours after the termination of
the contest or match.

The Commission indicated in its sunset review refmthe JLSRC, that a new area of martial
arts fighting is evolving and in known as “mixednre arts” or “submission fighting.” These
events are currently illegal and many of them hgwmee underground to avoid commission
intervention. The Commission’s Martial Arts AdwigdCommittee has met with various mixed
martial arts promoters and an initial set of regates has been drafted.

It is unclear from the information provided to theSRC, what safety standards have been
established by the Commission to protect the heelthsafety of boxers/fighters, and what
action the Commission has taken based on violatbsafety standards or reports from
physicians or training gymnasiums. It is also unkn what new safety standards will be
established for those involved in “mixed martigbaor “submission fighting,” and what action
the Commission is taking regarding this currergédl activity. The Commission did indicate
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that 57 applications were denied in FY 1998/99, thuad it suspended 253 licenses for the same
year. It also showed that it issued 34 citatioith fines in the same year, and collected $12,518.
It is unknown what portion of these may be attratlé to safety violations, whether they are
based on reports from physicians or training gynumas, or may be based on other violations of
the Boxing Act.

QUESTION #1: What safety standards have been established byCivamission and its
Medical and Safety Standards Advisory Committee &nalrtial Arts Advisory Committee?
Has the Commission clarified standards as to whefight should be stopped? Provide for
each year over the past four years: (1) the numbéfines based on violation of safety
standards; (2) the number of reported knockoutsinjuries of professional boxers (and what
action the Commission has taken pursuant to thesgarts); (3) the number of denials,
suspensions or revocations of licenses based orroguwrgeons recommendations; and,

(4) the number of disciplinary actions based on hations of safety standards. What other
steps is the Commission taking to protect the sasatd health of professional and amateur
boxers and professional and amateur martial art figgrs?

ISSUE #2. STUDENT ATHLETES FROM SCHOOLS, COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES MAY BE EXPERENCING THE SAME TYPE OF
NEUROLOGICAL DAMAGE AS BOXERS/FIGHTERS AND
APPROPRIATE OVERSIGHT MAYBE NECESSARY.

BACKGROUND : There appears to be an increase in neurologipalitjuries to athletes, both
in the sports regulated by the Commission, andetiosvhich the Commission has no authority.
In a 1997 report by the National Collegiate Atldetissociation (NCAA), it stated that “nine of
every 10 head injuries in football are reported¢@scussions, and that this was the highest
recorded in the sport since 1986. (At this timaff$as not been able to obtain any information
related to the extent of head injuries for Califarhigh school athletes.) Although this issue is
not related to the Commissions responsibility eisfliction, it is of a serious enough nature to
be considered by the JLSRC, since the Commissism&alt directly with these types of injuries
and has established standards for the protectitimecdthletes it regulates.

Pursuant to Section 18655 of the Business and $&iofes Code, the Athletic Commission has
nojurisdiction over any boxer/fighter who is a bditke student regularly enrolled in a college,
university, or high school. The NCAA, which is aluntary association of more than 1,200
institutions, primarily regulates in the area oll@ge and university sports. The NCAA will
legislate, through bylaws or resolutions, particuldes regarding the administration of
intercollegiate activities. However, in the aréaports injuries, the NCAA leaves responsibility
for establishing any rules and safety standardisdse of the individual institution. As stated by
the NCAA, “its is the responsibility of each memiogstitution to protect the health of and
provide a safe environment for each of its paréitipg student-athletes.” The NCAA does not
believe it can legislate rules to prevent injutiesithletes, and states that “participation in t&por
requires an acceptance of risk of injury, and shadlent-athletes rightfully assume that those
who are responsible for the conduct of sport haken reasonable precautions to minimize the
risk of significant injury.” It states that thehédtic program, via the athletics administrator,
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should be responsible for providing a safe envirentnand that the team physician has the final
responsibility when a student-athlete is removedititheld from participation due to an injury,
an illness or pregnancy, and when they may retuthd sports activity.

The NCAA has a Committee on Competitive SafeguardsMedical Aspects of Sports which
issues each fall a NCAA Sports Medicine Handboak ends it to all member institutions and
their athletic departments. This Handbook is amtyisnly. It also has a “Injury Surveillance
System” to provide current data on injury trendsiercollegiate athletics. It collects this
information yearly from a sample of NCAA membertingions.

High school sports are generally governed by thHdd@aia Interscholastic Federation (CIF).

This is a voluntary organization consisting of sahend school related personnel with
responsibility, generally, for administering intelslastic athletic activities in secondary schools.
There are broad policies that the CIF and the Depart of Education are to implement
concerning interscholastic activities within Catiia. The Department assures that the CIF is in
conformance with current state or federal law. ldeer, the Department does Iatve authority

to determine the specific policy that a schoolrdisor the federation must adopt in order to
comply with state and federal laws. Each schagtridi governing board has general
responsibility for all aspects of their intersclstia program, but they usually act in conjunction
with CIF to establish uniform policies and rules &bhletic programs. Like the NCAA, it does
not appear as if there are rules pertaining totspojuries. It appears as if any rules and safety
standards are left up to the discretion of theviial school district. The CIF provides
information on head and neck injuries, but thiadsisoryonly. It also provides a list of the

“Ten Commandments of an Injured Athlete.” (It sliblie noted that CIF does not recognize
boxing as a sport for secondary schools.)

A recent bill was passed, AB 2741 (Chap.744, St888), that establishes a California High
School Coaching Education and Training Progranis ititended to provide coaches the
knowledge and skills to manage a safe high schib@dtec program for California students. This
program seems to be in alignment with Title 5, foafia Code of Regulations, Section 559
which requires local school boards to certify byriRp of each year the “temporary” coaches are
gualified in certain competency areas, includingrécand prevention of athletic injuries.” It does
not appear, however, as if the prevention of athiejuries is mentioned within this new
program. The new law only specifies that coachad séceive training and education on sport
physiology that includes “fitness for the sport.”

It is unknown whether more needs to be done teptatudent athletes and to provide better
oversight of their health and safety, especiallit asncerns the increase in related head injuries.
The JLSRC has invited a noted neurosurgeon, DrBuUen Lemonsto provide information to

the JLSRC pertaining to this issue.

QUESTION #2: Are student athletes experiencing the same typeairological damage as
boxers/fighters, what is the extent of the probleamd should similar protections be provided
to student athletes as are provided to boxers/fegb®
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ISSUE #3. SHOULD PREGNANCY TESTING OF FEMALE BOXERS/FIGHTER S
BE REQUIRED AND UNDER WHATCONDITIONS?

BACKGROUND : One of the most controversial issues facing the @msion is the pregnancy
testing of boxers and martial arts fighters. Aes plopularity of female boxing increases, there is
a growing concern about the consequences that rsgyfeom female athletes fighting while
pregnant. Currently, it is nalear whether the Commission has authority toirequregnancy
testing of female athletes, and California is ohthe few states that does not mandate this type
of medical examination. The Commission has attechpeveral times, without success, to
initiate legislation to implement testing prioréach bout. According to the Commission, a
survey of California female boxers and martial éigkters indicates that a majority agree that
testing should be required.

Supporters of mandatory testing argue that it lg amatter of time before a tragedy occurs and
the state is faced with the liability for the injusr death of a female athlete’s child. A signed
waiver or affidavit may suffice in releasing thatsts liability. However, the issue of parental
consent is a complicating factor since there ararib17 year-old females fighting as amateur
martial arts fighters.

Conversely, those on the other side of the issgieeathat an individual’s right to privacy may
outweigh the rights of an unborn child. There imeaoncern that this type of pregnancy
information could be used to discriminate agaiestdle athletes in other settings, such as the
workplace.

QUESTION #3: Has the Commission been attempting to seek auttadron for pregnancy

testing of female boxers, professional or amatetimough the legislative process? What

attempts have been made? Why doesn’t the Commdsave authority pursuant to Section

18710 of the Business and Professions Code? HasG@ommission determined or considered

any of the following:

a) Whether pregnancy will automatically disqualitywoman from licensure?

b) Whether this “finding” could be done by a boxeéisclosure procedure?

c) Whether it will be the examining physician’s tduto determine the health and physical
condition of the prospective boxer before sheers any sanctioned fight or match?

d) Whether liability will rest with the promotehoxer, and examining physician — not the
Commission?

e) How to address privacy concerns and how to kesggnancy information confidential?

ISSUE #4. IT IS UNCLEAR WHETHER THE COMMISSION HAS THE
AUTHORITY TO DEAL WITH MOST OF THE COMPLAINTS IT
RECEIVES FROM CONSUMERS ANBCOMMISSION LICENSEES.

BACKGROUND : The Commission receives complaints from both coresuand its licensees.
Complaints may be dismissed due to lack of cau$eraron-jurisdictional reasons. Most non-
jurisdictionalcomplaints involve martial arts studios that avésubject to regulation. The
majority of complaints from licenseese in regard to boxer/manager contract dispUteste
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has also been an increase in the number of complagainst illegal “mixed martial arts” or
“submission fighting” events, which currently aret subject to Commission regulation.

QUESTION #4: What are the types and majority of complaints ther@mission receives
from consumers and licensees, and what jurisdictidoes the Commission have over these
complaints?

ISSUE #5. IT IS UNCLEAR WHAT PROCESS THE COMMISSION USES TO
REVIEW AND INVESTIGATE APPLICANTS FOR LICENSURE WHO
ARE FROM OUT-OF-STATE OR FR®M FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

BACKGROUND : Most professional boxers and matrtial arts fightensipete throughout the
nation in various states. In addition, the Commisseports that a large portion of its licensees
come from foreign countries. Thus, it is critidaat the Commission has thorough background
information on all its applicants, and know thesseof a boxer (i.e., are they on suspension for
medical/knockout/disciplinary reasons, what isitken-loss record, what is their ability

level, etc.). Since the implementation of the FabbBoxing Act of 1996, all boxers must have a
Federal Identification Card on their person prmbeing permitted to fight. There is also a
national depository for ring records of all boxefidie Commission will accept physical and
neurological examinations performed in other stdtéeey are furnished on approved forms.
The Commission will also accept HIV/HBV blood wdikm other states if performed by a
certified lab.

It is unclear what process the Commission useppnawing an applicant from out-of-state or
from another country. Does the Commission havesto records established pursuant to the
issuance of a Federal Identification Card if thedda in question? What information is provided
within the “ring records” of the national depositdr Does the Commission perform fingerprint
or FBI check on every applicant pursuant to Sect®868 of the Business and Professions
Code?

QUESTION #5: How does the Commission review and investigateaglplications filed with
the Commission? What does the Commission do taesthat boxers/fighters from other
states and countries have not been suspended faseand meet the requirements and
standards of the Commission?

ISSUE #6. IT IS UNCLEAR WHETHER CURRENT INSPECTORS OF THE
COMMISSION ARE ABLE TO ASSURE ADEQUATE ENFORCEMENT
OF THE BOXING ACT.

BACKGROUND : There is some question as to whether Commissigeatsrs have the
authority to fully enforce the Boxing Act. Violatis of the Act may involve criminal activity
and may include other activities or investigatitimst may result in criminal prosecution in
which investigators with peace officer status mayappropriate. Some of the cases of the
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Athletic Commission may also involve complex issuégre experienced investigative
techniques would be required.

All other boards under the Department of Consunfé@i’s have access to investigators with
peace officer status. Most boards use the Diviefdnvestigation within the Department, while
others may have their own peace officer investigat®eace officer status includes the ability to
file criminal actions, make felony and misdemeaaroest with and without warrants, participate
with local law enforcement in undercover and sulaece operations, obtain and serve search
warrants, issue misdemeanor citations (if authasiggranted), serve civil subpoenas, obtain and
serve temporary restraining orders, and appeaitassses in civil, criminal and administrative
actions.

It is unclear what experience or background the @a@sion’s inspectors may have and how
they deal with what may be criminal activity or ohésneanor violations of the Act.

QUESTION #6: Are all boxing/fighting matches and events underetikomplete control of the
Commission, and is the Commission and its inspestable to collect all appropriate gate taxes
and ensure that money is deposited safely? Whatésbackground of inspectors used by the
Commission? Do they have peace officer status? ey formerly connected with the
boxing/fighting profession? Is the Department’s Wsion of Investigation used to assist the
Commission’s inspectors, especially if there is@tgntial for criminal action?

ISSUE #7. THE COMMISSION’S RELIANCE ON THE GENERAL FUND MAY BE
GROWING.

BACKGROUND : Unlike other Department programs that are coreptetustained by

licensing fees, the Commission is the opigfessional licensing agency to receive GeneanatF
support. The Commission is unable to support itsetfause of an unstable funding base. There
are a number of factors contributing to the Comiaiss inability to achieve self-sufficiency.
First, licensees are allowed to wait to renew the@nses until a fight is scheduled, thus renewal
revenues fluctuate considerably based on the amaunability of the number of events held in
California. Second, the Commission’s pension plah @eurological examination program
appear to be in jeopardy due to declining contrdmst This is due in large part to the movement
of fights to Indian reservations, which recentlyrazgexempted from state regulation by the
federal Professional Boxing Safety Act of 1996. &daata suggest that up to half of California
boxing events are being held on tribal lands. T¥smeaiated loss of revenue to the pension and
neurological examination programs present a sefimding challenge to the Commission.
Third, the Commission has been enjoined from ctiiga recently adopted 5 percent tax on
pay-per-view boxing broadcasts. The loss of up8@0$000 in potential annual revenues from
the elimination of this tax has seriously hindetteel Commission’s ability to reduce its reliance
on the General Fund.

QUESTION #7: Are there still issues pertaining to the Commissismbility to raise revenue
for the expense of its current programs? Are thether options available to the Commission
to make it fiscally self-sufficient rather than rging on the General Fund? If the Commission
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needs to rely on the General Fund, then should i@l’enues be deposited in the General Fund
rather than depositing some revenues in two separspecial funds (the Neurological
Program fund and Pension Plan fund).

ISSUE #8.THE SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR THE REQUIRED NEUROLOGICA L
TESTING OF BOXERS MAY BE IN EOPARDY.

BACKGROUND : Business and Professions Code Section 18711 requetgological
examinations as a condition of licensure and aitbsran assessment on professional boxing
events to fund this program. The Commission cullyerharges an assessment of 60 cents per-
ticket sold and complimentary tickets. Despite @re restructuring of the testing requirement to
reduce testing costs (from a per-ticket assessafe$it.25 to 60 cents), the program is facing
funding problems. As mentioned above, the sourdarafing for the required neurological
testing of boxers is eroding, as is the fundingtifier Professional Boxers’ Pension Plan, due to
the popularity of events on tribal lands.

Despite the eroding funding base for this mandatedram, it is the Commission’s position that a
further increase in the assessment would put saxiadppromoters out of business and revenues
would continue to decline. Nonetheless, if thislidedn revenues continues, the Commission will
have to either increase the per-ticket assessmalertify alternative funding sources (such as

assessing boxers for a portion of the examinatisisg for the neurological examination program.

QUESTION #8: Why is the source of this funding eroding and whatanges has the
Commission made, or anticipates it will have to neako deal with the reduced funding of this
program? Are there any other issues pertaining lkeetCommission’s neurological testing and
ringside physicians programs?

ISSUE #9.THE SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR THE REQUIRED PENSION PLAN FOR
BOXERS MAY BE IN JEOPARDY.

BACKGROUND : Pursuant to Business and Professions Code Se@&811the Commission

is required to administer a pension plan for boxgre engage in boxing contests in this state.
Established in 1981, the pension program originalg supported by an assessment on
professional boxing promoters based upon tickdtsaad complimentary tickets. In 1996, the
Professional Boxers’ Pension Plan was changed &tdefined benefit” plan to a “defined
contribution” plan. The plan is no longer fundgddontributions from the boxers, managers and
promoters. Funding is now based on a per-tickegsssnent (both tickets sold and
complimentary tickets) for each professional boxewgnt. The per-ticket assessment was
established at 46 cents per-ticket but subsequerditgased to 88 cents per-ticket.

Like other Commission programs, funding for thegen plan is also in jeopardy. Specifically,
the per-ticket assessment method of funding isadetjuate as boxing events are now being held
on Indian reservations. While federal law doesvalibe Commission to supervise these events,
it cannot collect any assessment on tickets fbieeithe boxers’ pension plan or the neurological
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examination program. The Commission has negotiattdthe tribes to provide supervisory
services for boxing events held on tribal landa #iat fee of $1,500 per event. Apparently, the
revenues generated from this flat fee are insefitcio fund the Commission’s current level of
activity, or to accommodate any growth in its ofieres. Another factor in the receding funds, is
related to pension contribution refunds to eligimefessional boxers. If professional boxers meet
certain criteria they are eligible for a cash refahcontributions.

Clearly, the Commission is facing substantial btidggeies. Without some sort of revenue
realignment, the Commission’s ability to carry asitmission of protecting the health and safety of
boxers/fighters, caring for retired boxers, andueing that bouts are fair and competitive,

is in seriougeopardy.

QUESTION #9: What has the Commission done to improve the vidpibf the Professional
Boxer’s Pension Plan, and what would the Commissi@mtommend to assure solvency of the
plan in the future? How many boxers/fighters ar@rently receiving any benefits, and what
monthly or lump sum payments have been made toelrespective “retirees?”

ISSUE #10. SHOULD THE COMMISSION CONTINUE ITS JURISDICTION OVE R
PERSONS AND ENTITIES CURRKETLY LICENSED BY THE
COMMISSION? ARE THERE NEWREGULATORY JURISDICTIONS
THAT THE COMMISSION IS CONSIDERING?

BACKGROUND : The Commission regulates some 14 categories ohpgxiofessionals from
professional boxers to timekeepers. In its previewgeew of the Commission, the JLSRC
recommended that the Commission should analyzeeée for all current licensing categories.
Specifically, the Commission was asked to evaltl&eadvantages and disadvantages of
eliminating licensing for ticket sellers, tickek&as, announcers, box office employees, and door
persons. The Commission has deregulated someg# titense categories (ticket seller, ticket
taker, box office employee, and door person), betd may be more opportunity for further
deregulation of non-essential personnel.

Conversely, a new form of full-contact martial drts evolved, which is known as “mixed
martial arts” or “submission fighting”. These evectrrently are illegal and operate
underground to avoid Commission scrutiny. The Cossion is in the process of drafting
regulations to bring these events under its purview

QUESTION #10: Are there any persons or entities that the Comnusscurrently licenses
which should no longer be regulated? Does the Corssion still have any jurisdiction over
wrestling matches? Does the Commission believedlae new regulatory jurisdictions in
which they should be involved based on protectiragtizular athletes rather than on revenue
merits only?
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ISSUE #11.1T IS UNCLEAR WHAT JURISDICTION THE COMMISSION HAS
OVER BOXING AND FIGHTING EVENTS ON TRIBAL LANDS, AND
WHETHER IT IS BEING PROPERY REIMBURSED FOR CURRENT
REGULATORY ACTIVITIES.

BACKGROUND : As discussed abovthe Professional Boxing Safety Act of 1996, preempt
state regulation of professional boxing on trilzalds. Because of this statute and the lucrative
fees that tribes are paying to attract these eyerday promoters are holding their fights on
Indian reservations. The Center for Public Intetest reports that from January 1 through
March 26, seven of the thirteen boxing events ref@alifornia were held on tribal lands.
Former Commission staff negotiated a flat fee gb8Q per event for supervision of events on
tribal lands. However, this fee does not includassessment for either the pension plan or the
Commission’s neurological fund that finances reegiineurological tests for all licensed boxers.

Boxing on tribal lands not only presents a fundihgllenge to the Commission, but also a
regulatory one. Clearly, the Commission needsdolve how it will provide oversight for these
events. Boxing on Indian reservations poses sorntleeacdame challenges to state regulatory
authority that Indian gaming does, and the Commisgaiay need to participate in high level
negotiations to establish a comprehensive regylaidieme in this area.

QUESTION #11: Should the Commission pursue any regulatory or smpsory role at boxing
events held on Native American lands in Californiayen if there are no formal agreements
with tribal councils and insufficient funding to ptsue those regulatory functions? What
current activities is the Commission involved in ¢mbal lands? Are all of these activities
considered within the jurisdiction of the Commissipand if not, does this create a legal
liability problem for the Commission? Is General fal money being used to support these
current activities? Are all of these activitiesibg supported by reimbursements from tribal
councils, and if not, doesn’t this create a fisdability problem for the Commission?

ISSUE #12. SHOULD THE COMMISSION BE CONTINUED, OR ITS ROLE BE
LIMITED TO AN ADVISORY BODY AND THE REMAINING
FUNCTIONS BE TRANSFERRED © THE DEPARTMENT OF
CONSUMER AFFAIRS?

BACKGROUND : During the review of the Commission in 1995/96, @@mmission was not
subject to a sunset date. Initially, it was uncieaether the Commission could be subject to
sunset, since it was created by initiative actweler, based on an opinion from Legislative
Council, a sunset date of the Commission was iraud legislation that passed in 1996. This
sunset date is similar to other boards that amego@viewed by the JLSRC during this year.

During the prior review, the JLSRC and the Admiagon concurred that the Commission
should continue as a separate agency to enforqgaahesions of the Boxers Act. Inherent in
that conclusion was the belief that the Commissras performing its administrative
responsibilities better than any reasonable altefaand that transfer of the program to be
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administered directly by the Department of ConsuAféairs, without an appointed
Commission, was not warranted.

However, the JLSRC did identify a number of issaied problem areas for the Commission to
deal with in its prior review, and accordingly mageommendations for the Commission to
implement. The Commission has made attempts tond#tasome of these issues, but there are
still several issues that remain unresolved. Whetheot to continue with the Commission,
rather than having the Department administer trogiam, would depend on how responsive
members of the JLSRC believe the Commission has toggrior issues and concerns raised by
this Committee, and how committed it will be toal® current issues and problem areas
identified in this paper. Of primary concern,hg ttonfidence which members of the JLSRC
have in the Commission to continue with the pratecof boxers and martial arts fighters, or
other related areas pertaining to boxing/fightirgtches and events.

The Commission should summarize the efforts itrhade to improve its overall effectiveness
and efficiency to operate more in the interestrotgxting boxers/fighters and ensuring that
bouts are fair and competitive. It should alsocdatk its future commitment to resolve particular
issues identified by this Committee.

QUESTION #12: Why should this Commission be continued? Summarnzeat changes have
been made to the current regulatory program sintelast review to improve its overall
effectiveness and efficiency so that it may openatere in the interest of protecting
boxers/fighters and ensuring that bouts are fair dwompetitive.
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